fc 513 622 3300 ff. 09/13 

FEB-01-2005 18=47 P&G HC PATENT DIU. 

Appl. No. 10/659.788 

Atty. Docket No. 9041M 

Amdt. dated February ^2005 . 2004 

Reply to Office Action of October 1.200* 

Customer No. 277 52 

REMARKS 

^ - — : ::r: r :::: 



added. 



ids 



December 16, 2004, after the first Action. 

S pecification 



The Action states: 



added. 

c a hut does not require that stated number ranges be 
Additionally, 37 C.F.R. §L72(b) states: 

Tlry fa*-*- to aac-re and *. of m tecKnica, *«*— • 

• „! »h™« adequately describes the tKheieal disclosure 

toodibnishhe^^^ 

are reluctant to change the Abstract because of the negative p 
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construction. See Hilt-Rom Co. v. Kinetic Concept,. *c 209 F3d 1337, 1341 o * 54 
USPQ2d 1437, 1140 n.i (Fed. Cir. 2000). . 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

The Action rejected Claims 7-18 under 35 U.S.C §112. Particularly, the Action 
rejected Claims 7, 8. 1 1 , and 16 for use of the phrase "fully engage". 
K^aced said phrase with "sufficient engagement". Said amendment is fully supported 
within the specification (e.g., page 7, line 18). 

Claims 9 and 17 were rejected because there is insufficient antecedent basis for 
"the tab". Applicants have corrected such. 

p ortion Under 1T-S.C. 102(b) 

The Action rejected Claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 8. 1 1, 14. and 16 under 35 U.S.C J 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Rogers, USPN 2,278.095 (herein "Rogers"). MPEP §2131 
provides: 

A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the 
claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference. Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814F.2f 628, 631,2 
USPQ2d 1051 10583 (Fed. Cir. 1987). The identical invention must be shown in 
as complete details as is contained in the ... claim. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). The elements 
must be arranged as by the claim. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection because Rogers fails to teach every 
element as claimed by Applicants. Applicants' independent Claims 1 and 1 1 require that 
a "first thread and said second thread form a threaded connection that releasably couples 
said brush head to said handle when one of said handle or said brush head is rotated about 
said longitudinal axis". Rogers, however, discloses a "bayonet slot 12... for receiving the 
pin 10 so that the handle piece 1 1 is detachably connected to the casing through means of 
the sleeve 9" (see Rogers' Figs. 1 and 3 below). 
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Further, m« shows thread, in Fig. 3 which M .0. «M cut. The sleeve 9 ia taM 

7 The heed 22 is certainly not detachably connected via the threads at the end of sleeve 
9. Rather, head 22 is detaehahly connected to the non-threaded portion of sleeve 9 vta a 



bayonet slot 12 and pin 10. 



Page 9 of 11 



* RCVD AT 211/2005 6:31:30 PM pastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0EFXRF-1/2 * DNIS:872W0« « CSB):513 622 3300 « DURATIOM (mm-ss):l 



513 622 3300 ije 

^' in . 4B P&G HC POTENT DIO. 

FEB-01-2S05 18-48 



Appl.No. 10/659,788 
Jg. Docket No. 9Q*1M 
Anil, dated February ^ 
Reply 10 Office Aetna of October 1, ZW» 



Even if one considered to sleeve » » ^ w capab |e of 

when either .costing « «*~»J£t w00 ,l * to .bread to he** 

22 into, but not out of. to cove, mentor 7.0 9 wM 

60 able to releaaably couple » to cover member 7 eve. 
oartof the head 22. 

v vi^Hreleasab.y coupled to a handle via a 

threaded connection. Thus, Rogers 
11, 14, and 16. 

USPN 5,289,604 (herein "XrW ) m * 



over Mm" to view of Rogers. 



over A.ro.jn*' 

T,ade«wkOffice<h«e«, ^^^^^rf^— 

-During paten, exarninanon to jro ^ ^ ^ „ 

case of un^taMBC ... "/^^j, 1338, 62 YSOQ2d 1151, 1152-53 (Fed. 

Cir.2002). ^'f'^'^l e mMt be some sudden c, modvaoon, 
PTO must meet three basic catena. r»t We „ one of 

"-"5=5 ^r* 

example, fe * V^, 947 F.2d 488 (Fed. Or. 1991). 

it of the rejections oade under 103(a) depend on Rogers 
Particularly, because all of handle) which Rogers does not 

for elements (a threaded connection between a head and 
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ft. oudtaed above), the PTO has failed to (each or suggest all of Applicant 

rv wan .IISION 
w st i* reauested that Examiner reconsider and 

in the case is respectfully requested. 

TOS .esponsc an ea.es. effon to * 

^rl— eofCWn.al.il HrespeeffuB,*,^. 



Respectfully Submitted, 
THE PROCTER & GiJ^fB^p^MPANY 

By. 



Signature 
Richard L. Alexander 
Registration No. 52,463 

i onos (513)622-1268 
Date; February 1 , 2005 
Customer No. 27752 
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